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so that the question of the temporal relation between know-
ledge and its object does not arise. The Naiyayikas, however
admit that knowledge refers to its object in the order of
time. But they point out that the temporal order between
knowledge and its object is indeterminate. It is not the case
that knowledge must have a fixed temporal order of priority
or posteriority or simultaneity with its object, knowledge
arises out of certain causes and refers to some objects. In
some cases, knowledge precedes the existence of its object,
as when we know something that is to happen in the future.
in other cases the object as a physical thing or event may
be said to precede our knowledge of it. as when we know
that something was or had hsppend in the past. Sn still
other cases, knowledge and its object may be said to co-
exist or to appear simultaneously in time. This i$ illustrated
by the perception of present facts and, still better, by intro-
spective knowledge of mental contents. Hence the Naiya-
yikas maintain that the time-relation between knowledge
and its object cannot be objectively determined as something
unalterably fixed like that between cause and effect. It is
a variable relation which is to be determined as of this or
that kind by actual observation of the instance of knowledge
in question. In fact, the samething can in different case be
called the knowledge of object (prama),. the object c>f know-
ledge (prameya) and the operative cause of knowledge (pra-
mana), just as the same word may be subject and predicate
in different relations and positions. Hence the question of
the time-relation between knowledge and the object of
knowledge does not necessarily lead to the denial ofall
knowledge. Further, scepticism, if it is to be consistent,
cannot really deny the possibility of knowledge. To deny
knowledge is to disbelieve it. But to disbelieve is to know
that some thing is not true. Hence, the denial of knowledge
must have a positive basis in some kind of knowledge. But
it is a contradiction to deny knowledge by means of know-
ledge. This is the Naiyayikas reductio ad absurdum of
scepticism.33 Kumarila and his followers reject the t,heory
of extrinsic truth and falsehood - If truth or falsehood is not
narutal to knowledge but super added to it by excellences
or deficiencies of the causal conditons, then it would foHow
that knowledge is characterless {nisvabhava) at the time of